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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRCDUCTICN
The control of air pollution in California is a joint effort of three

levels of government -- federal, state, and local. The Tederal Environmental

Protection Agency (EPA) administers the federal Clean Air Act under which

state and local air pollution control agencies prepare plans to achieve and
maintain the federal ambient air quality standards. Thase plans must ba
approved by EPA; thereafter, EPA'S role is to assure thét the plans are
implemented. At the state level, the Afr Resources Board (ARB) regulates

emissions from new motor vehicles sold in California and oversees the activ-~

jties of the local air pollution control districts and air quslity management'

- districts. (For convenience, the two kinds of districts are referred to

collectively in this summary as the "air pollution control districts” or
simply the "distficts.") The districts have the primary responsibility for
control bf emiésidns from nonvehicular (stationary) sources of air3p011dtion.
This study analyzes and evaluates the interrelationships df‘thé three

levels of government in terms of their management of air pollution control.
1t was authorized and funded by Senate Concurrenf Resolution Na. 32 (SCR 32),
which was filed with the Secretary of State on September 18, 1979. Tha Resa-
Tution Fequires identification of overlap, dup]icatfon, aﬁd canflict in the

three tier system. Recommendations must be made for their elimination. The

“report on ‘the study must also contain recommendations for improvements in the

management and enforcement of the air pollution control programs in California.

Both the vehicular and nonvehicular programs were included in the study; how-

ever, the Legislative Analyst excluded vehicle inspection and maintenance
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a2 recent study conducted under the authoriza-

-h

sincz =-is was the sutject o
ticn ¢ Sznate Concurrant Resolution No. 16.

Tr2 report was praparad in three volumes: the text, a set of agpendices,
end trnis Executive Surmary. This Summary is not a synopsis of each chapter
in thz razport. Rather it covers only the most imgportant conclusicas and

recormmeniations in Chaptars 3, 5, 6, 8, 9, and 11 of the report.

NT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

Both the federal Environmental Protection Agency and the California Air
Resourcaes Board set embient air quality standards for a variety of poilutants.
This stuly compared th2 standards and determined that, with the exception of
carbon monoxide, the siate standards are more stringent than the federal stan-
dards. Howaver, bacause of the difficulties in achieving the federal standards,
‘th2 rore stringent state standards have not yet had much impact on the contraol

[

Whea setting ambient air standards, both the EPA and the ARS consider

only the adverse effecis of air pollution. Adverse effects on human health
are censidered most important. Impacts on vegetation, materials, and visi-

bility arz also considered, but they are of secondary importance. In setting

R SN

the stan

dzrds, the EPA and the ARB do not consider any economic or social

consacuznces that might cccur in implementin

programs to achieve the standards.

Setting zmbient air standards without regard to the conséquences associated
with tnzir achievement has bzen a fundamental policy in air pollution control.
Should this policy be alitered, significant changes in the control programs
might result.

Arzisnt air quality standards are discussed in Chapter 3 of the repaort.
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level of government had complaints about other levels. Insight into

of the problems in the three tier SJstem of government can ba gained

ding of thase complaints. Some of the complaints found in this study

are listed bzlow; many more can be found in Chapter 5. While reading them, it

must be ks

pt in mind that not all districts complain about the ARB. Likewise,

the ARB is satisfied with the performance of several districts. The following

complaints are limited to the nonvehicular program.

District Complaints about tha ARB

From 1975 through mid-1979, the ARB developed a dominearing
and adversary pesition toward the districts. The ARB did

not recognize that its main purpose is to coordinate and sup-
port district operations, not to preampt those operations.

The ARB meddles unnecessarily in district rule makiﬁg, permit
processing, and enforcement activities often without authority.

The ARB requires too many reports, which are seldom used.

The ARB has used the state subvention and even the EPA grant
program to force the districts to fu1f111 ARB responsibilities
and to achieve ARB goals.

There is very little interface between the five ARB members
and the boards of the districts. The ARB often ignores or
doss not respond to public hearing testimony or input by
the districts.

The ARB sends representatives to meetings without authority
to speak or represent the agency, or with authority to

make statements, but not to answer questions beyond a |

limited scope.

ERB Comp?aints about the Districts

The districts are too lenient in obtaining compliance and
taking enforcement action.

Some counties seek new industries without sufficient regard
to the impact such industries would have on air quality.

-3-
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. Many districts are tco small or lack the technical capability !
to deal with complex air pollution control issues. ;

. The districts are inclined to complain about imagined problems,
rather than to d=al directly with the issues.

. The districts do not obtain adequate data and use shortcuts
in processing psrmit applications. Many new source review
epplications are approved at just below cuteffs. Too few
parmits reguire emissions offsets and best available control
technclogy.

. There are too many districts for the ARB to deal with
etfectively.

District and ARB Complaints about the Environmental Protection Agency

. The EPA keeps placing mandates on the state and districts with-
out the funding necessary to implemznt them. :

. The EPA prefers to deal with the ARS8 and not directly with the
districts. This results in filtered information, misunder-
standings, and wasted time and effort.

. The EPA reguires too much reporting, and there is no feedback
cn the reports submitted.

. The EPA will not attend nor participate in crucial meetings.

. The EPA has been extremely slow in Turnishing guidance to the
ARB and the districts. It sets a deadline, then fails to pro-
vide the needed guidance -- but still expects the deadline to

be met.

ANALYSIS OF THE PROBLEMS —- ISSUES IN NONVEHICULAR CONTROL
Chapter 5 of the report presents analyses of various parts of the non-
vahicular emissions coatrol programs at the threz levels of government. The

bjects covered are emissions regulations, permits, emissions inveatory, en-

wn
[
o

orcemznt, source testing, agricultural burning, embient air monitoring, and
the planning process with special emphasis on planning at lLake Tahoe. Also
includsd are the rule adoption process, and EPA and ARB reporting requiremants.

Conclusions are drawn and recommendations made on all these subjects, the most

4



) L N
Y
#

-

signifs

]

cznt of which are summarized hare:

Cause of the overriding role of the federal and state
ancies, the districts are forced to adept rules and regu-
i

g
2
lations which many would not otherwise adopt.

The ARB has failed to work cooperatively with the districts

in the past, but the ARB now has a special rules development
committee the membership of which is largzly from the districts.
Tr2 use of the committee has done much to reduce conflict be-
tween the ARB and the districts.

The ARB has interjected itself in the districts' processing of |
applications for permits. The ARB's role in permit processing
is not spalied out in the Taw, but should be. The ARB causes
delay and creates animosity with the districts and the permit
applicants by its involvement. Statutory changes are recom-
mended which deal with this problem.

While the ARB must maintain a statewide emissions inventory, it
must do so with the cooperation and assistance of the districts.
ARB's attempts to build a usable system have been hampered, in
part due to its failure to consider the nesds and capabilities

of the districts. The inventory should be as much use to the
districts as it is to the ARB. The ARB has recently established
a committee with district members to improve the emissions inven-
tory. This is a good beginning, but the ARB must make a sub-
stantial commitment to the committee and to the districts if the
problems in emissions inventory are to be alleviated.

The ARB has been very aggressive in enforcing district rules

and regulations in some portions of the state. The ARB selects
industries of interest and commences its own enforcement acti-
vities rather than relying on its overview role to obtain
desired action by the affectad districts. The districts resent
tnis style of enforcement and balieve the ARB is not sympathetic
or sensitive to local conditions and problems. The ARB must
maxa every effort to work with the districts in enforcement.

The ARB should only resort to direct action when the districts
fail to respond to its attempts to cooperate.

Only a few of the districts and the ARS have source testing
capability. It is impossible for them together to source

" test even the major sources within the state with the re-

sources available. Yet the ARB does not coordinate its
source testing with the districts and does not fully uti-
Tize all the source testing capabilities within the ARB.

The ARB has worked with the districts in revising the agri-

cultural burning guidelines. However, the districts beljeve
still more needs to be dons. The districts are most anxious

-5~
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to obtain mare flexibility in the regulations so that burning
can be allcwed when local conditions are favorable. The AP3
should continus to work with the districts to improve the
agricultural burning progran.

. Ambient air monitoring is performad by the ARB and the dis-
tricts. In soma air basins the districts do all the monitor-
ing. In many rural areas the AR does the monitoring. In
much o< the state both the districts and the ARB are performing
menitoring. This patchwork is the result of historical
development. Tha total system exceeds EPA requiremants.
Thare may b2 superfluous monitoring in the South Coast
Air Basin. Air monitoring in that basin should be re-
viewed by the spacial ARB-district committee on air moni-
taring to see if better use can be mad2 of the monitoring
equipmant.

. Planning for thz achievement and maintenance of air quality
standards is dictated by fedaral requirements. 1t is dene at
the local level, but the plans must be approved by the ARB
and transmitted to EPA. The manner in which the ARB conducted
its reviews of the 1979 plans produced animosity in the dis-
tricts and other local agancies toward the ARB. The EPA and,
to some extent, the ARB were late in furnishing guidance to
local planning agencies. Top ARB managament should be involved
more and should be better informed in all stages of plan develop-
ment. The ARB should reconsider its self-designation as the
lead planning agency for Lake Tahoe now that the Tahoe Regional
Planning Agancy has been revitalized uncer the naw bistate
compact.

. Both the ARB and the EPA should undertake an in-depth review of
their reporting requirements to (1) assure that all reports are
used and not just shelved; (2) determinz if those reports which
are essential can be simplified; and (3) determine what kind of .
feedback to the districts would be useful to them.

NALYSIS OF THE PROBLENMS -- STRUCTURE AMD LEADERSHIP ISSUES

Many causes, both structural and nonstructural, were found for the
conflicts betwsen the local districts and the Air Resources Board. The
structural causes are embodied in the relationships estabiished by law. The

nonstructural causes are associated with the parsonalities and beshavior of

policymakers, administrators, and senior staff members 1In bath levels of

government.
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§tructura1 Causes of Conflict

The following items depict the most important structural differences:

Superior vs. Subordinate

The Health and Safety Code gives the ARB a position of
superiority. It can overrida district decisions and
actions, and this creates resentments.

. Appointed Technicians vs. Elected Generalists

The members of the Air Resources Board are appointed and
must have specified technical backgrounds. They have a
single purpase, to control air pollution. The membars of
the district boards are elected generalists, with many
problems to consider other than air pollution.

. Separation of Vehicular and Nonvehicular Programs

The ARB has exclusive responsibility for the emissions Timits
set for new vehicles. The districts have primary responsibility
for stationary sources. The ARB, because of its overview
authority, can influence the policies and regulations of the
districts, but the districts have no voice in the AR3's vehicle
program.

We see no practical way to remove entirely the conflicts that arise from

these differences in structure. 1In fact, some conflict is probably desirablae.

We believe that a state agency must exist to coordinate activities and take

action when districts fail to meet their responsibilities. Most local offi-

cials intervie@ad agreed with this statemasnt. Disagreements ware on how

much authority thebARB should have. From an organizational point of view it
would be bast to have the generalists in the position of superiority, but

this cannot be done, given the nature of the state goverament. Our recommended
inclusion of thrée district officials who are elected officials (with the
possib]é exception of one nonelected member of the South Coast District Board)
wil]‘mitiéate this difference somewhat. This change will also bring the dis-
tricts into a position to influence the vehicle program and to appreciate its

complexities.

N e




Morstructural Causss ¢f Contlick

Nonstructural confliccs are defined as those which occur regardliess of
the structural relaticonsnips of organizations. They are gesnarated by the
behavior of individuais, rot by the requirements of the law. The causes ve
have identified are listed balow:

. The ARB, uncar Governor Brown, has taken a very aggressive
stance regarding:

- Enactment of new regulations which force development
and utilization of new technology.

- Strict enforcemant of existing regulations.

- The ARB's use of its statutory authnority.

. The ARB has exhibited disregard and distrust of many local
districts.

. Many districts have exhibited disregard and espacially
distrust of ths ARB. .

Thare are two basic approaches (with an array of intermediate variations

betwsan them) that the ARB can take to carry ocut its statutory duties. It can

"hit the districts over ths head" (as one interview2e put it) or it can seek

=

ts goals through respect, leadership, moral persuasion, compromise, and 2
sense of partnership. The ARB has usad both approaches, but the "big stick”
approach was used too often in the past. This approach may havz gotten the
public's attention and may have elevated the public's awarenass of the air
polluticn problems and what is and what is not Befng dona about them, but it
has bezn detrimental to the establishment of a working relationship with the
districts.

T%é public and the Legislature should rightfully expect agencies at two
levals of government, presumably with the same common goal -- viz, clean air_

—— to form a relaticnship that reduces and controls the structural causes of

conflict. The ARB and thz districts should have found a way to work together

-a-
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to accomplish the goal. Instead, they have been at each others throats, often
in public forum. Disagreemants have taken precedence over common interest in
clean air.

The solution to the nonstructural conflicts must come from a change in
attitudes. Differences in approach and differences in philosophies can be
discussed and negotiated. Compromises can be made. The situation need not go
on unchecked, but proper leadership must be exercised if improvemants are to be
made. |

Qur report makes a number of recommendations for legislative changes which
will establish better legislative policy and restrict the opportunity for the
Air Resources Board to act in the manner that it has in the past. But laws
will not change people. People can work together in any structufe. Or they
can render any structure ineffective. The basic changes‘must ;ome from thé
people involved.

Communication can do much to overcome fears, anxieties, and distrust, and

can devalop an understanding of others' views and the constraints within which

they must work. With better communication comes better understanding. With

understanding comes resolution. Many of the recommendations we make are meant

to force communication, and then, hopefully, resolution.

DUPLICATION IN THE NONVEHICULAR AIR POLLUTION CONTROL PROGRAMS

Cﬁapter 8 of the report identifies areas of duplication, mostly betwean
the ARByand the districts. Duplication occurs_in the enforéement,'emissions
inventory, permit processing, ambient monitoring, and source testing programs.
However, in our opinion the duplication is nof significant compared to the

conflicts just discussed.

e e e o R
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Overlap of ectivities was not treated separately from conflicts and dupli-
cation. Tne term could not be defined in the context of the federal, state,
and lccal air poliution control programs. However, the discussions abzut con-
flicts and duplication adeguately cover the subject matter and explain the
problems that exist

The SCR 32 study team found it impossible to assess the costs, In terms of
dollars, of the wasted resources associated with the conflicts and duplication.
Undoubtedly, thers is waste of resources but we believe our recommendatcions,

if implemented, will reduce the waste significantly.

ENEFITS AND COSTS OF AIR POLLUTION CONTROL

Chapter 8 also includes a brief review of the literature on the benefits
and costs of controlling air pollution from stationary sourte;. Using selected
publications, we estimated the benefits and costs in California for 1978. FEmong
the benefits were decreased mortality and morbidity, and increased preperty
values. The costs of control to industrial and other stationary sourcas of
air pollution and the costs of the threa levels of regulatory agencies operating
in California ware subtracted from the dollar value of the beﬁefits. The data
are summarized in Table 1. They show a net benefit from air pollution control

of $861 million fTor the year.

RECOMMENDED CHANGES IN CALIFORMIA LAWS CONTROLLING THE NOMVEHICULAR PRCGRAM
The Legislature should establish the policy that the ARB and the districts
are pa%tners in the effort to bring about clean air. We recommend that the

following language be added to the "Findings, Decleratians, and Intent

sections of the California air pollution control laws:

-10-




Table 1

COM2ARISON OF ESTIMATED BENEFITS AND COSTS
OF CONTROLLING AIR POLLUTION FROM |

STATIONARY SOURCES IN CALIFORNIA, 1978
(Millions of Dollars)

 Category Total Amount
Benafits, primarily from decreased - $ 2,080

mortality and morbidity and
increzsed property values

Costs to industrial sources, utilities, (1,170)
and sources operatad by public %
agencies }
Costs of regulatory agencies {  49) |

NET BENEFIT ‘ $ 861

~TE=C
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The problems of air pollution are not coing to be solved by
the Air Resources Board alons, nor by the districts alone. Only
through a cooperative and mutual effort on the part of both can
air quality be attairad and maintained. The Air Resources Board
and the districts are partners in this effort, and shall work to-
other cooperatively to the greatest extent possible to achieve
the attainment and maintenance of air quality. The Legislature
requires and expscts this cosperative effort, notwithstanding the
dominant role given the Board in this Division.

The following recommendations are made either to bring about cleser
working relationships betwesen th2 ARB and the districts or to restrict the
ARB's ability to act arbitrarily without proper pfocedures when dealing with
the affairs of the local districts. A brief explanation of the reason for
each racommendation is included. The recommendaticns and justifications are

given in more detail in Chapter 9 of the repart.

Changes in the Air Resources Board

Tha membership of the Air Resources Board should be increased
from five to seven members. Four would be appointed by tne
Governor. Two of the four would have to have education or
experience similar to what is required ncw. A third member
would have ta ba a physician or authority on health

effects of air pollution. The fourth would be a "public”
member. The remaining threa members would be from local
districts. One would be a board member of the South Coast
Air Quality Management District; one would be a board member
of the Bay Area Air Quaiity Management District; and one
would be a board member from one of the remaining districts.
The former would be salected by their own boards, the latter
would be selected by the County Supervisors Association.
Thase members would be prohibited from voting on matters

of direct interest to their district or air basin.

Sevaral needs would be met by this recommendation. First, the addition

of the physician or authority on h=alth effects is essential for the Board to

ck

consider adequately the complexity of health related issues. Second, the

public member concept works well on other specialty boards. A representative

of the public would broaden the views of the board. Third, and perhaps mast

jmportant, the districts would have 2 voice 'in the overall state program.

-12-



Needed lines of communication would be established with at least three dis-
tricts, including the two largest. If the staffs of the agencies see that

their -olicy makers are woxing together to solve problems, the staff would

[44]

also i—orove their working relationships. A number of other alternatives
were considered for forcing the ARB and the districts to communicate and
work tcgether better. The recommended approach was chosen because it empha-
sizes improving the relaticnships between top levels of the two tiers of
government. It would also give the districts input and insight into the

state's vehicular emissions control program, which they have been deniad from

the baginning.

. The Chairparson should serve fu11—time, but would be prohibited
from becoming involved in staff operations.

This would allow the Chairperson to spend time and hold kearings in the
districts, to work with the Legislature, and to travel to other parts of the -
country on vehicular program matters. |

. No plan required by the federal government should be amended by

the ARB without the concurrence of the lead agency or agencies
which submitted it. Hearings should have to be held in the dis--
tricts affected. -These requirements should not be applied to
mingr amendments, as determined by the ARB and the districts.

The purpose of this recommendation is to limit the role of the ARB in
dictating to the districts and other affected local agencies the contents of
the federal implementation plans. These plans are developad by local agencies

and adgpted by locally elected officials. Local governmant bears the effects

of feceral sanctions should the plans not be approved by the EPA. Still, the

ARB must have some input if the plans are deficient. The ARB and local author-

ities should resolve their differences among themselves before the plans are
forwarded to the EPA. This would make both the ARB and local districts com-

mitted to the plans once they are approved by the EPA. This procedure is

-13-
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already in effect for the plan developed in the Bay Area.

25 and make certain

-3

The ARB should Follow specified procedu
findings before it can impose rules an
districts. (The findings end procecur
detail in Chapter 9.) The districts w
and opportunity to act bafore tne AX3
There would have to b2 a hearing in t
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uid be given notice
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he districts affected.

D

Trz purpose of thzse recormendations 1s to clearly define the limits of

AR3's rule-making authority. Tne districts would be given greater opportunity

to imprass the ARB with their views and needs.

» The role of the AR3 in permit evaluations performed by the
districts should be restricted and clarified. Our recommenda-
+ion would require specific findings to be made before the ARB
could become involved in the consideration of a permit applica-
tion. Howaver, the ARB should have discretionary authority to
act on-one parmit per year in each district {two per year in
i the South Coast and Bay Area Districts) without giving its
| reasons. When the AR3 assumes authority over a permit applica- !
tion, the district should be excluded from the final determination.;

The law is silent about the role of the ARB concerning involvement in
pending applications. Our reccmmendaticns would prohibit any ARB involvemant

except in the specified circumstances. They would also prevent a permit ap-

plicant from being subjected to the determination of two differing agencies.

Either the district would issue the permit without ARB involverent, or, in

e bt

the cases specified, the AR3 would issue the permit without district involve-

\

ment.

The executive officer of the ARS should not be authorized to
adopt a district rule or take over general permit or enforce-
ment authority of a district. Thesa should be nondalegable
functions that must be performad by the Board itself.

These important functions should only be performed at the palicy level.

The ARB should b2 given authority to regulate emissions from
geotnermal fieids.

The reason for this reccmmendation is that the state's geothermal fields

‘are in remote and scattered areas of the state where the air pollution control

~14-
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districts do not have the technical expertise and gesneral resources to deal
effectively with the major oil companies and electric utilities which domirate
the geothermal industry. There is no nead for the specialized expertise 1in

four or five different agencies. It should all be cencentrated in cne agency.

Crhanges in the Districts

Air pollution control is a very technical and‘complex program. Many dis-
ciplinas are necessary for a disirict to be able to perform all of the nacessary
functions. It is impossible to find any one person who has all of the expertisa
requirad. Yet there are seven districts with less than one fuli-time equivalent
emplayee. We believa that a district in a rural area must have at least five
full-time equivalent employees in order to adequately conduct day—fo—day opera-
tions. Yet, there are 22 districts which have fewer than this number. Evan

' SN
with five employeas, some specialized functions, such as source testing and
the evaluation of applications for large new sources, probably cannot be ade-
quately performed without expert assistance and consultation from the ARB or
other agency.

Requiring a district in each county may have been appropriafe in 1970,
but it cannot—be justified in today's complex regulatory scheme of air pol-
lution control. With these complexities in mind, we recommend the fo]1owfng

basic structure for district organization in California;

. Basic Recormendation

County districts and basin-wide control councils should be
eliminated except wnere a county encompasses an entire air
basin. Basin-wide districts would be substituted except in
vast and sparsely populated air basins where the ARB would

“be given direct authority. Coordinating councils would be
abolished.

Table 2 shows how this recommendation would apply in each air basin.

-15-
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This recormmendation may not be implemented in the near future because of

opposition from the districts. Accordingly, vie offer the foi]owing racoem-
mendation for an interfm structure, which might even be supportad by some
districts: |

-

Interim Recommandation

x A1l districts which now encompass an entire air basin would
remain unchanged. In the basins with a large number of
counties, the basin-wide air pollution control councils would \
ba strengtnened by giving tham exclusive rule-making authority
for large new sources, and authority to adopt other rules for }
the basin if the council chooses. The councils would be given
some state subvention to employ a basin enginear. This person l
would help small counties with permit processing, act as coor- |
dinator for the districts and liaison with the ARB, and serve
as executive secretary to the council. Other basins would bes
given a choice of unifying, abandoning the air pollution con- ]
trol program to the state, or maintaining separate programs. ’
as they do now. In the latter event, tne ARB would b= given
\‘ authority by statute to jssue permits to regulate major new

| sources. | |

Table 3 sets forth this recommendation in more detail. The use of a basin

e momumm e e

ehgineer has already been instituted successfully by the Mountain Counties

Control Council.

ALTERNATIVE ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES AND RELATED COSTS

In addition to the basic and interim structures discussed above, we esvalu~

ated other alternatives. These were:

Water Resources Control Board Approach

Under this alternative, there would be regional (basin-wide)} air
poliution control districts whose boards would be appointed by
the Governor. They would also be funded directly by the state.
The ARB would have authority to redetermine decisions of the
‘regional boards.

. Centralize Discretionary Functions Under the ARB

Here the ARB would have statewide rule making authority, perform
planning, and oversee basin-wide districts. These districts
would issue permits, conduct surveillance and enforcement, per-
form ambient air monitoring, and compile emissions inventories.

~17-
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AR3 Operation of th2 California Pregram

This alternative would abolish the districts and giVe the ARB
the responsibility of performing all program activities.

EPA Assumption of Statawide Responsibility
Here there would bz no state nor local air pollution control
programs.

- Retain the Existing Structure

The many small districts and the basin-wide pollution control
councils in multidistrict air basins would continue operating.
The tendency toward conflicts, particularly between the dis-
tricts and the ARB also would continue.

There are various advantagas to the first three alternatives. The mosf
significant advantages are that they would strengthen the basin-wide cantrol
concapt and reduce or eliminate the potential for conflict befween the ARB and
tha districts. The principal disadvantages are that they would reduce ar
eliminate local control and unnecessarily strengthen the role of the stéte.

It is doubtful that any of the ffrst three alternatives would receive much
support in the State Legislature at this time.

We know of no one who has seriously considered abandpning the California
air pollution control program to the federal government. This alternative
was mentioned—hére1y to show that the possibi]ity exists. As tc Ccnﬁinuing
the present structure, we believe it is wrodg to perpatuate the many small
districts and the weak control councils.

Beside discussing thess a1terhatives in detail in Chapter 8, we present
our estimates of the annual operating costs for the basic and interim structure
recormendations and of the state operated program alternative. The annual
operating“Cost of the existing structure in FY 1978-80 was nearly $57 million.
The interim structure would be essentially the same cost. However, our

recormended basic structure would cost an additional $1.8 million and the
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state cperated program would cost ebout $2 million more than the interim
structure. The main reasons for ths higher costs are the increase in the
numoer of tecnnical people needad to work in the nonmestropolitan air basins

and an increase in salary levels in the rural air basins. Under the basic
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e viould be nonrecurring start-up costs of about $3.5 million.

(Our estimates were based on 1579-1930 dollars.)

THE FEDERAL AND CALTFORNIA NEW MOTOR VEHICLE EMISSIONS CONTROL PROGRAMS
California has pioneered the control of emissions from new vehicles. Its
efforts bagan in Los Angeles in the 1950's. Today, more than 20 years later,
California is still setting milestones for other control agencies around the
worid. This leadership has not been without cast. The new cars, trucks, and
motarcycles sold in California have been more expensive ta bu}, have had lower
fuel econcmy, and have had poorer drivability and other performance character-
istics than venicles sold in the remaining 49 states. At times these differ-
ences have been significant, at other times they have not been noticeable. In

fact, some vehicles sold in California have had highar fTuel econcmy and better

Chapter 10 of the SCR 32 report explores the differences in the present
California ana federal new vehicle emissions control programs and discusses
the costs and benefits to California of its separate program. Chapter 11 dis-
cusses tuture alternative courses of action that might be taken in California

and concludes with our recommendad course of action.

Comparison of the Present Federal and California New Venhicle Program

Generally speaking, California's exhaust and evaporative emissions standards

have been more stringent than the comparable federal standards, which are appli-
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cable in the remaining 49 states. Because California has much less of a problem
with carbon monoxide (CO) than with photochemical smog, the Califarnia stendards
for CO recently have tended to be less stringent than the federal standards for
that pollutant. Photochemical smog is formed in the atmosphere in part from
the hydrocarbon (HC) and oxides of nitrogen (NOX) emissions from vehicles. The
California standards for CO, HC, and NOX, when considared together, must be at
least as protective of human health as the federal standards in order that the
state can obtain a waiver‘of federal preemption that prevents the other 49 states
from having separate programs. | |

There are other differences in the federal and California vehicle emissions

control programs. Some of these differences may be more significant than the

differences in the standards. The ARB certification of prototype vehicles
genarally follows federal procedures, but the ARB allaws less s;heduled main;
tenance than does the EPA. Both the ARB and the EPA randomly select unsold
vehicles for compliance testing by the full certification test procedure, but
their procedures are substantially different; If a predetermined number of
vehicles (different for each agency) fail these tests, fhe manufacturer musf
take corrective action. The ARB also imposes assemb]y-liné testing, but the
EPA do=s not. There are two ARB assembly-line requirements: (1) all passenger
cars and light and medium duty trucks manufactured for California must be
checkéd with an idle emissions test, and (2) 2% of all vehicles manufactured
for sale in California must be tested by tne manufacturer again using the fed-
eral geftification test procedure. The ARB also conducts inspection and
survei11anée of vehicle preparation and maintenance practices at dealerships.
Both federal and California laws require that vehicle emissions control

systems be warranted for at least 50,000 miles or five years, whichavar occurs

-21-
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first. In some instances, the ARB has extended the warranty te 10 years

or 100,202 miles. The execution and enforcement of the warranty requirements
esznt rzany problems to the control agencies, the vehicle manufacturers, and
car-market parts industry (i.e., the manufacturers and distributors of
replacs=san t parts). EPA is more inclinad to tie thz warranty requiremants to
paricdiz vehicle inspection and maintenance than is the ARB. ARB's warranty
provisicns are generally more stringent and cover more parts than the federal
regulaticns. The after-market parts industry is particularly troubled by tne
Californiz warranty requirements. It fears that the reguirements force_vehicle
owners to raturn to dealers more often than they would normally, thereby re-
ducing the after-market parts business for parts stores, service stations, and
rapair snops.

N

n the EPA and the ARB conduct tests of vehicles thnat have been in use

ol
O
"

a number of years. The purpose of such testing is to determine how well the
emissicns control systems perform in actual use. Such testing may alsa

serye @s ths basis for requiring manufacturers to recall modeals with defettive
control systems. Both agencies also have motor_vehic1e related research and

devalopment activities.

Bznafits and Costs of the California Vehicle Emissions Control Program

California needs tne most stringent emissions standards reasonably avail-

able i¥ it is to achieve the ambient air quality standards for oxidant {ozone)

-y
=

the-Soufh Coast Air Basin. Stringent emissions standards are also neeadad
for tﬁé other metropolitan areas in the state.. The best measure available of
the barafits of the California program is the comparison of emissions from
vehicles in use. Vehicles manufactured for sale in California should be

achieving creater reductions than vehicles manufactured for sale in the re-
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maining 49 states. EPA and ARB studies have shown this to be the case. This
report discusses ARS and EPA studies which have projected the benefit of tha
California emissions standards to the year 1987. An ARB study shows that its
program will achieve a 15% greater reduction in hydreccarbton emissicns, an 8%
greater reduction in CO emissions, and a 35% greater reduction in KO, emis-
sions than will the federal prcgram. The EPA data show 1ess'benefit from

the California program, viz., 10% less emissions for HC, 5% less emissiens
for CO, and 207% less emissions for NO,. One important reason for this dif;
ference is that the EPA assumed that California would have an‘inspection/
maintenance program, while the ARB did not include this assumptioﬁ in its
calculations.

There are other benefité from the California prograem. Because California
standards have generally led EPA standards by a few years, the' EPA benefits
from the early experience gained by the California program and the manufac-
turers' attempts to meet California standards. Likewise the manufacturers
gain experience with new technology before they have to apply it nationwide.
EPA acknowledges that it has benefited considerably from the California pro-

.gram. The manufacturers have made such acknowledgements in the past, but did
not do so during the course of this study.

There have been added costs associated with California's separate ve-
hicle emissions control program. First, there have been significant
differences betwesen the prices of California vehicles and the 49-state
vehicles. 1In 1980, the price increase for cars sold in California comparéd
to cars sold in the remaining 49 states ranged from $20 (for Jaguar and
Triumph models) to $275 (for Ford models). Generally, the emissions control

systems selected for use by the manufacturers have been those with the lowest
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cost to davalop and manufacture. While that may have kept new car prices

from being even higher, it has tendad to increase tne vehicles' cecnsumption

(§8)

of fusl and to adversely affect their performence. These effects alsc come
about whan new technology is introduced. The fuel penalty in California com-
pared to 4%-state vehicles varies from year to year, manufacturer to manu-
facturer, and model to model. Some EPA data show fuel penalties as high as

0%. COur estimate for mocel year 1977 is that California light-duty vehicles
suffered a 12% panalty. Occasionally, some Ca1ifornia.vehic1es have had
better fuel economy. For the 1981 models, ARB claims that two-thirds of the
modals sold in California provide the same or better mileage than similar
rodals sold in the remainder of the pation.

Other costs impssed on California motorists have}iHCTUded poorer drive-

ability and lower parformance characteristics. California motorists also

cr

haye bsan denied the cpportunity to buy certain models because some manufac-
turers do not offer all of their models for sale in California. The principal

reasons that menufacturers 1imit model availability are that, in the time avail-

ct

able, a standard cannot be met by a particular model or a standard cannot be mwe

without an unacceptable sacrifice of vehicle performance. For low production

¥]

rodals, tha substantial expense to certify the control system is often a deciding

factor.

Conclusions
The following conclusions are discussed in detail in Chapter 11 of the
report. QCnly a few brief explanations can be given here.

California is likely to continue to require its own new vahicie

emissions control program if its citizens want the cleanest air

possible from reasonably attainable levals of air pallution con-
trol. The need for maximum control is particularly great in the
South Coast Alr Basin.
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It is a plausable assumption that advances in vehicle emissions
control technology will permit California to go beyond its pre-
sently projected emissions standards. Thz current technolozy
can probably be improved and there are possibilities of naw
technology in the future.

- California has originated and successfully implemented a compre-
hensive and effective program for the control of emissicns Trom
new motor vehicles. This effort is beginning to assure that tha
emissions reductions achieved on prototyps vehicles are carriad
through to the production vehicles over their useful lives.

. To obtain maximum benefits from a new vehicle emissions control
program, an inspection and maintenance program is Tikely to b2
required. Poor maintenance generally increases emissions, thareby
wasting the benefits of tha new venhicle emissions control program.

. There are opportunities to simplify the California naw vahicle
emissions control program by shifting some features to tne facaral
program. Two examples are increased reliance on EPA certification

testing and EPA compliance testing.

. The California motor vehicle emissions standards and various pro-
cedural requirements imposed on vehicle manufacturers by the ARB
would benefit from simplification. The standards with multiple
options and extensive reporting requirvements are two arsas that
need attention.

. The ARB, in its desire to gain maximum assurance that each vehicle
meets prototype emissions levels, is probably overregulating the
jndustry. This is especially true of assembly-line testing.

. The present control strategy appears to lack balance. For example,
controls on motorcycles beyond those imposed by the EPA may ba too
costly for the benefit gained.

. The California public is not 1ikely to gain clean air in nonattain-
ment areas without continuing to bear costs and burdens beycnd
those borne by motorists in the rest of the nation. These costs
and burdens probably will continue to result in higher vehicle cost,
lower fuel economy, poorer performance, ana fewer modals to choose
from.

Alternative Coursas of Action

The two obvious alternatives for the future of the California new vehicle
emissions control program are to make no change or to eliminate the program

entirely. There are four intermediate stages that should be considered. The
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range of the six alternatives is set forth below:

1. ARB continuas its comprehensive new vehicle program and adds
periodic inspection and maintenance to i1ts in-use vehicle
program.

2. ARB discontinues mancatory assembly-line testing, but continues

compliance testing.

3. ARB, 1in addition, discontinues all certification of naw vehicles
and its program of dealership surveillance.

4. ARB, in addition, discontinues its independent warranty and re-
placement parts program.

5. ARB, in addition, discontinues ccmpliance testing. At tnis point,
California's only involvement with new vehicles is to set emissions
standards.

6. ARB eliminates separate standards, thereby terminating its new
vehicle program. ARB continues its in-use vehicle programs.

(EPA would be solely responsible for the control of emissions

from new vehicles.)
Fach of these alternatives is discussed in Chapter 11 of the report. The
progression from no change to elimination of the separate new vehicle pro-
gram mignht be taken in a different order, but we b2iteve that the last
alternative that should be considered is the elimination of tha separate
standards. Once separate standards are eliminated, it would be very dif-
ficult to have a separate program or to reintroduce stricter standards should

that become nacessary in the future.

Racermendations

In tne judgment of the authors, the following are appropriate actions

for California to take in its new vehicle emissicns control program:

. ARB should continua to have a new vehicie program for at least
the next five years. The need for a2 program separate from that
of the EPA and the objectives and scape of such a program should
be reviewed periodically thereafter.

. Simultaneously, the ARB should transfer as mucn as pessible of
1ts new vehicle program to the EPA withcout compromising
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California's spacial needs and without giving up its option to
act to meet these needs if the federal program does not.

The ARB should adopt a policy of deliberate striving for balance
and simplicity in its approach to controlling motor vehicle emis-
sions.

. The California Legislature should appoint an advisory group
composed of individuals experienced in the field of rotor vehicle
emissions control to provide oversight for the Legislature on the
broad objectives, policies, and activities of the AR3.

We believe that California should, for at least the next few years, con-

tinue its separate naw vehicle emissions control program. At the same time,

it should seek every opportunity to balance, simplify, and integrate its

program with that of EPA, provided that significant emissions reductions are

not sacrificed. There is need for a continuing evaluation of tha federal and

state programs and of the improvements in control technology. This evalua-
tion, in our opinion, should not be left entirely to the Air Resources Bdard.
It should be conducted by an objective group of individuals who are familiar
with control technology and the federal and state vehicle emissions control
programs. The Congress uses the Natioﬁa] Academy of Sciences for this kind
of assistance. There is no similar body in California that can be called upon.
He reccﬁmend that the Legislature establish a commission to serve the
Legislature and keep it abreast of new technology and to review the federal
and state new vehicle emissions control programs and all proposed changes to
these programs. The commission should be composed of six members who have
recognized stature in the field of air pol]utibn control, preferably with
experience in motor vehicle emissions. We propose six year staggered terms
and suggest that two members be appointed by each house of the Legislature
and two by the Governor. The commission should be linked to a joint legis-

lative committee to best establish interaction with the Legislature. It
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alsc should have limited staff support and a modest budget for occasienal
independant fact catnering studies.

The commission should not bz in competition with the ARB and should have
no authority over it. It should not be responsible for devising and promul-
gating California's motor vehicle pollution control program, nor should 1t
be a watchdog. Instead, the purpose of the commission should be to heip
foster a policy of taking maximum advantage of the extensive federal efTort
to cantrol new vehicle emissions, while at the same time assuring that
California's special needs are considered. Finally, the commission should
monitor the degree of balance in ARB's emissions standards and control pro-
grams to assure that these efforts are pointed in directions that will bring

maximum return without imposing unreasonable costs and burdens.
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